Appl. No. 10/677,212 

Remarks/Arguments 

Upon entry of the foregoing amendments, claims 13 to 24 will be pending in the 
present patent application. Claims 13 and 19 have been amended. Claims 23 and 24 are 
new. Claims 1 to 12 have been canceled in view of the finality of the restriction requirement 
as indicated at page 2 of the Action. Applicants reserve the right to present claims 1 to 12 in 
a later-filed divisional patent application. Support for the amendment to claim 13 is found, for 
example, at page 9, paragraph [0032] of Applicants' specification. Support for new claims 23 
and 24 is found, for example, at page 9, paragraph [0032] of Applicants' specification. No 
new matter has been added. 

The Title of the present application has been amended to reflect the cancellation of 
the method claims. Additionally, paragraph [0024] at page 6 of the specification was 
amended to correct a typographical error. Namely, the phrase "preferably from 500 to 
1000)jm" was amended such that it now reads "preferably from 500 to 2000\irri\ Support for 
this amendment is found at, for example, page 9, paragraph [0032] of the present 
specification. 

The Action includes a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). In view of the foregoing 
amendments and the following remarks, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection are 
respectfully requested. 

Discussion of the Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 

Claims 13 to 22 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as allegedly being 
anticipated by U.S. published patent application No. 2003/0153255 to Hasegawa ("the 
Hasegawa reference"). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection as the Hasegawa 
reference does not teach or suggest every element of Applicants' claimed invention. 
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It is axiomatic that "[f]or a prior art reference to anticipate in terms of 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b), every element of the claimed invention must be identically shown in a single 
reference." In re Bond , 910 F.2d 831, 832, 15 USPQ 1566, 1567 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

Applicants claimed invention defines a chemical mechanical polishing ("CMP") 
mixture comprising a solution comprising an etchant, a modifier, and a surfactant; and a 
plurality of particles having an average particle diameter ranging from 500 to 2000 pm. 
The Hasegawa reference does not disclose a CMP mixture comprising a plurality of particles 
having an average particle diameter ranging from 500 to 2000 pm. Not only does the 
Hasegawa reference not disclose this recitation, but one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the present invention and presented with the Hasegawa reference would understand that it 
teaches away from Applicants' claimed invention. In this regard, the Hasegawa reference 
teaches that a particle size exceeding 100 pm is detrimental in that it leads to scratches on 
the substrate: 

The average particle diameter of the above mentioned abrasive 
is favorably 0.0001 to 100pm (preferably 0.005 to 50pm, more 
preferably 0.005 to 10pm, and most preferably 0.001 to 
1pm)... if the average particle diameter is exceeding 100|jm, 
scratch tends to cause since the abrasive are large... 

(the Hasegawa reference at paragraph [0034]) (emphasis added). Thus, the Hasegawa 

reference does not teach or suggest Applicants' claimed invention. Accordingly, 

reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection are requested respectfully. 
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Conclusion 

Applicants believe that the foregoing constitutes a complete and full response to the 
Action of record. Applicants respectfully submit that this application is now in condition for 
allowance. Accordingly, an indication of allowability and an early Notice of Allowance are 
respectfully requested. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge the fee required and any additional 
fees that may be needed to Deposit Account No. 01-0493 in the name of Air Products and 
Chemicals, Inc. 




Registration No. 47,038 
7201 Hamilton Boulevard 
Allentown, PA 18195-1501 
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